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The Eisenhower Plot: In the past forty-eight hours, the first outlines of the pattern w 
friends here will use to nominate General Eisenhower became visible. 


It has been obscured by the deafening gabble about what went on at the GOP meeting in San 
Francisco (“why doesn’t Governor Warren act like a Republican?”, and other such trivia). But old 
stagers, who watched how the business was accomplished in 1940, greeted the appearance of the first 
outlines with cynical smiles and “‘told-you-so’s”. “It’s the old game that put over Wendell Willkie, 
all over again”, they remarked. 


What these initial signs are may be put, in brief form, as follows: Some Wall Street interna- 
tional bankers are up to the same old tricks they pulled off so brilliantly in 1940. (In that year, the 
Willkie blitz machine utilized a vast network of utility and banking interests-to pressure the GOP 
delegates.) 


Specifically, we can report that pressure is now being applied (by these banking interests) on 
businessmen who favor Taft but have the misfortune to owe money to these Eastern bankers. We have, 
on investigation, spotted several cases in which businessmen (leaders in their trans-Appalachian com- 
munities) have received communications from their New York creditors, urging them to join pro- 
Eisenhower committees and to raise or contribute funds thereto. These debtors happen to favor Taft 
and/or MacArthur and are not happy about the communication. For, they want no trouble with the 
gentlemen who hold the notes. At this moment, we cannot as yet ascertain just whether or not the 
debtors will surrender their political independence. ° 


Anyhow, word about this kind of pro-Eisenhower operation has been getting around, and has been 
followed by indignation, consternation and — what is more important — cogitation among those in the 
Taft camp. 


Taft Counter-Attack? What is the outcome of this cogitation? What will Taft do, in the face of 


this developing menace to his nomination? 


We do not profess to know the answer. But we do know and can report some of the talk which 
-has followed the advent of this development ‘in Washington. 


First of all, it is being eloquently argued that, on the plane of principle, Taft can be urged to 
make an issue of this. Bankers and financial interests which play ball with and profit from the Fair 
Deal (in contrast to those who engage in “straight” banking) are just as much a menace to the weal 
of the country as Socialists, Communists and corruption practitioners. These elements of high finance 
played a role, and a big one, in getting us into both World Wars. What they are up to now should 
be discussed in the public forum. 


Also — so some Taft men agree — the GOP should place their appeal to the voters on the basis 
of U. S. national interest. Those bankers, doing business in the international field, who collide with 
this principle justifiably face attack. Such forensics would be in no sense'“class warfare”. There are 
lots of financial people who do not truckle to the handout boys in the nation’s capital. 


Next, there are potent reasons why Taft, if he chooses this course, would emerge the victor. The 
plain people everywhere — it is urged — would risé to such a tocsin. Those who had been deceived 
by th the false appeals of Big Government — which surreptitiously plays with these financial elements — 
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would suddenly see the political picture clearly. Additionally, Taft, because of his known integrity, 
will never win, nor be burdened with, the support of these elements. They will knife him to the lag 


Finally, such a Taft counter-attack would lay the basis for his election campaign, once he is nomi. 
nated. He could then expose the true picture of the Fair Deal, its alliance with venal financial interest; 
and the names of the financiers on the roster of the Fair Deal commissariat. This course — say those 
who advocate it — would be far sounder than piddling concessions to Fair Deal thinking, like “a little 
Point IV”, “a little Federal aid to education”, etc., etc. 


What Taft will do about all this remains uncertain. But he is too intelligent a man not to under. 
stand the situation which has inevitably arisen. 


Ike’s Return: You can get a date — guaranteed absolutely — for the General’s return to this 
country from almost anyone supporting his candidacy. But in this skeptical city, few trust these 
prognostications. 


However, there have been, in the past month, several “cold turkey” reports to the effect that the 
General will retire and come back to this country sometime in the first fortnight of March. We. checked 
on these reports-at the time and found they come from no interested parties, no Democrats nor Eisen- 

~hower Republicans, indeed from no one who has an axe to grind. The source is one which has a 
unique position to know such facts — purely as facts. 


Now in the past’two days, we learn that this coldly. impartial source says the General has post- 
poned his return and will not be back here until approximately the first two weeks in May. Make what 
you can of that. 





Watch For: A speech on the air by former President Herbert Hoover next Sunday, January 27, 
over CBS-TV and CBS radio, from 1:30 to 2 p.m., EST. It is reported this address will be another 


“re-examination” of our foreign political and military policies. 





Strategy. of Committees: Smooth working relationship between the Taft forces and the new GOP 
Senate floor leader was seen last week. Senator Styles Bridges, the minority leader (who is by no 
means a Taft enthusiast), got support from the Ohioan and his friends, to put Senator Joe McCarthy 
in the place Joe has ardently wanted: on the Appropriations subcommittee dealing with State Depart- 
ment requests for funds (subcommittee on State and- Judiciary of the Appropriations Committee of the 


Senate). 


The Wisconsin Senator was pushed off that place last spring when the death of Senator Vanden- 
berg caused a committee re-shuffle. Now he’s back with the blessing of Bridges, Taft and Senator 
Hugh Butler of Nebraska. The latter, as allocator of Republican committee posts and friend of Taft, 
collaborated willingly. The way is now paved for McCarthy to interrogate critically the State Depart- 
ment functionaries, in the next few months, as the latter seek money to pay the salaries of personnel 
whom the Wisconsin legislator has so consistently lambasted. 


Likewise, that Administration-controlled group, the Senate Committee on Elections, dedicated to 
smashing what they call “McCarthyism”, received a bad bump during the past week. The GOP lead- 
ership decided to remove Senator Margaret Chase Smith from that Committee and to transfer her to 
another post; and then to substitute a good friend of McCarthy, Senator Dirksen of Illinois. Senator 
Smith of Maine is no friend of the Wisconsin Senator, but she has indicated willingness to be trans- 
ferred. With Dirksen on the Election Committee, the chances of a vote of censure of Senator McCarthy 
by the Committee have diminished perceptibly. 


~ The point ‘of all this is that the new GOP leadership in ‘the Senate is working smoothly (so far). 
Neither Senator Margaret Smith nor indeed Senator Butler of Nebraska are exactly overflowing with 
good will towards McCarthy. But the important thing is, that the interests of the Rene! have tion 
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Farm Front: It is no secret around there that the Democratic Administration has privately dropped 
(perhaps, only put in cold storage) the famous Brannan Plan for bribing the farmers into- bureaw 
cratic slavery by farm subsidies. Two years ago, conservative farm organizations, led by the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, put up an effective fight against the Brannan version of totalitarianism. 


-‘Moreover, another change in Administration strategy looms — according to shrewd watchers of the 
farm field. This — it is forecast — will be Administration advocacy of legislation for 100 per cent of 
parity price supports. We hear prophesies that this will be the policy of the Department of Agricul- 
ture. Already, emphasis on this policy has risen in the ranks of the National Farmers Union, left-wing 
organization, which in the past has had a way of being just ahead of the Department’s shifts in policy. 
The cry of “100 per cent of parity” might prove very good election bait. 


On the other hand, the leaders of the powerful American Farm Bureau Federation are said to be 
cool towards this cry. They fear that, if such policy were enacted, the non-farm consumer would rebel 
at the very heavy costs. This view, however, is that of the leaders. While election tubs are being 
thumped, the rank and file of the Farm Bureau might find such a rhythm rather pleasing. 


“Meanwhile, quite a different approach is being explored by Congressman Howard Buffett of 
Nebraska. He believes that much sentiment would. rally to legislation along the following lines: 
a bill which would (1) wipe out the whole apparatus of price supports, but (2) at the same time 
would abolish price controls on farm commodities. Since farmers — it is argued — at the present 
time are more anxious to get rid of ceilings on farm prices than they are of maintaining price “floors”, 
they might go for an elimination of the whole system of controls and hand-outs in the field of agriculture, 


China: News that the Reds are building big air bases in Southern China and in Hainan as spring- 
boards for an attack on French Indo-China stirs demands in Washington for accelerated | aid to Chiang 


Kai-shek. 


From this ‘stronghold on the island of Formosa, Chiang could raid the Southern China coast and 
break up Red communications leading to the Indo-China border. He has, at’ present, some 400,000 
soldiers on Formosa, but only about 70,000 are equipped for fighting. Military aid from ‘the U. S: 
has been stepped up in the past six months, to some extent. The Nationalist forces include many 
soldiers whose homes and families are in the southern coastal areas of the mainland. If properly 
equipped, they would fight well in landing operations. Finally, there is talk again of the need for 


blockading China; Chiang’s navy was doing no es harm to the . trade when it was stopped by 
the Acheson policy. 


“Tn circles which watch sche the Far Eastern picture, there.is suspicion of the Japanese Premiev’s 8 
talk about recognizing the Nationalist Government of Formosa. It is believed that the Premier’s 
statement was inspired by John Foster Dulles as a move to allay Congressional’ doubt about the Japa- 
nese Peace Treaty and to hasten its ratification by the U.S. Senate. Once the treaty is ratified — it is 
suggested by the doubters — talk of Japan recognizing Chiang will subside, at the insistence of the State 
Department. Meanwhile, it is reported that British diplomats in Tokyo are working hard to prevent 
Japanese recognition of the Nationalist Government. 


Subsidizing Socialism: Anger is rising in banking committees on Capitol Hill against the Export- 
Import Bank, which gets Treasury dollars for lending abroad and not always to the most careful. of 
debtors. Notice has been taken of an item in the January 2 issue of Professor Walter Spahr’s excel- 
lent “Monetary Notes”. Prof. Spahr, always alert for misuse of American funds, spotted the following: 





“The Government of Israel ‘according to the International Financial News Survey’ has decided to 
nationalize. part of the installations of the Palestine Potash Company Ltd. — presently owned by the 
British — and to abrogate the Company’s concession. The nationalization is to be financed by: £900; 006 . 
supplied from loans previously obtained from the aparece Bank.” [Our italics. ] 
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» Members:of Congress indignantly ask why we should fend money to a government to nationalize 
an industry. It is expected that officials .of the Export- — Bank will be hailed before the — 
and Currency Cobaiiine to. explain these doings. 


Sweden Starts It: Harvard Professor Schlichter proposed, more than a year ago, that the govern. 
ment issue a “purchasing power” bond — one that would be redeemed, at maturity, at what the 
dollar would buy then as compared with the purchasing power of the dollar at the time of issuance. 
The idea was to protect the bondholder from loss due to inflation. The fact is that as wartime “savings” 
bonds mature, many purchasers are realizing that they suffered a loss in purchasing power, and as 
a result the government finds itself redeeming many more of these bonds than it can resell to the public, 
The professor’s suggestion stemmed not only from concern for the bondholder, but more so from concern 
over the plight of the government. The Treasury Department, for various reasons, did not accept the 
suggestion; but it cannot be written off. It is “one of the things” that a spendthrift government can 
Tesort to in its desperate need for money. 


Sweden, author of a number of Socialistic schemes, has taken the plunge. But, not yet the gov- 
ernment of Sweden; it is the Kooperative Foerbundet, the national association of Sweden’s cooperative 
associations, that has taken upon itself the job of introducing the “purchasing power” bond to the 
world, according to a dispatch in the New York Times of January 20. A formula has been worked 
out whereby the redemption value of the bond is tied in with a cost-of-living index. In that way, the 
K. F. protects its bondholders from loss due to inflation; in that way, also, it advertises its recogni- 
tion of the government’s intent to further depreciate the currency. Its lack of faith in the national 
money is emphasized by the provision that the depreciation bonus will be limited to fifty per cent of 
the face value of the bond it is issuing; if the government cuts the kroner to more than one-half its 
present purchasing power the bondholder must take the loss. | 


The action of the K. F. is simply an admission of its rather quivering faith in the money of its 
country. When that lack of faith becomes general, when people will not accept money in exchange for 
goods or services, then we have the final act in the tragedy of money. 


McCarthy and Marshall: War-made heroes seem to hold up no better.than most war-time products. 
Under the glare of peace-time scrutiny, the accolades heaped upon them melt away, and all we have 
left is the. naked form of a mere mortal. It doesn’t take long, these days. The case of Gen. George 
C. Marshall is particularly in point. Others have indicated the inadequacies, personal and official, that 
hardly justify the stature accorded him by official propaganda; it remained for the intrepid Senator 
from Wisconsin, Joseph R. McCarthy, to show by the record that the ability of the General (and the 
former Secretary of State), were less than brilliant; that the country’s affairs did not prosper under 
his management. The Senator set forth the facts in a speech from the Senate floor on June 14, 1951. 
The speech has been revised and has been made available to the public in a book by The Devin-Adair 
Co., 23 East 26th St., New. York, N. Y., at the sensible price of $1.00. 


“The substance of the argument is that as both military and civilian leader, Gen. Marshall pur- 
sued a policy that was peculiarly orientated so as to promote the foreign policy of the U. S. S. R. 
The documentation of this charge is most convincing, particularly because Senator McCarthy relies on 
sources admittedly favorable to the General-Secretary. The Senator does not impugn Mr. Marshall's 
patriotism; the question which the book still leaves open is whether the poor judgment displayed was 
his own or resulted from following the advice of men of sinister motive; and finally, whether these 
‘men still have influence in the shaping of our foreign policy. 
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GERMANY ’S YEAR OF DECISION 


By William Henry Chamberlin 


rend by the Bundestag, or lower house of the German Parliament, of the 
Schuman Plan for consolidation of the Wesc European coal, iron and steel indus- 
tries under a supranational authority, is the first sign that 1952 will be, for Germany, 
a year of decision. It will most probably be the year of decision not only for closer 
economic association with the countries of Western Europe, but also for a new political 
status for the German Republic and for German participation in the European defense 
effort. Broadly speaking there were three possibilities for Germany, once the decision 


was taken to scrap the more punitive destructionist measures of repression and control. 


Repeal of these measures was followed by an amazing economic comeback during 
the last three years. A conundrum joke became popular in Germany in the first years 
of the occupation, when the spirit of the Morgenthau Plan was strong and any real 
recovery was stymied by the innumerable Allied ‘‘Dont’s’’, which sometimes contradicted 
each other. “How many years”, so ran the conundrum, ‘‘will it take Germany to 
recover?”” “One hundred and two’, was the answer; “one hundred years of foreign 
occupation and two years of being let alone.” 


Technically, Germany is still under foreign occupation. But in such matters as 
internal administration and the running of industry and foreign trade there has been 
increasing freedom since the restoration of a stable currency in the summer of 1948. 


And the results have been amazing. 


The index of industrial production (taking 1936 at 100 per cent) is now about 
140 per cent; in 1948 it was 55 per cent. Exports, which were running at about one 
billion dollars a year in 1949, are now at a level of about 3.5 billion dollars. Under 
the liberal policy of the German Minister of Economics, Ludwig Erhard, Germany has 
achieved higher and higher levels of foreign trade and a satisfactory balance between 
exports and imports, without rationing and with a minimum of direct controls. Whole 
new industries, such as the manufacture of telephones, electrical and textile equipment, 


have been built up from scratch in West Germany. (Formerly, these industries were 


mainly located in the Soviet Zone.) 
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The ruins left by indiscriminate air bombings are still to be seen in all the larger 
German towns. But one now begins to notice not only what has been destroyed, but 
what has been newly built. Wuerttemberg-Baden, one of the federal states into which 
West Germany is divided, built almost as many houses as did the whole of France 
during 1950. 

A combination of traditional German hard work and liberal economics has enabled 
Germany to win back one foreign market after another. Five years ago West Germany 
looked like a hopelessly battered derelict, destined to subsist on a sub-WPA standard with 
the aid of American handouts. Now it has in many ways resumed its old place as the 
strongest industrial and commercial power in Europe. More than one visitor to the 
two countries has remarked that, on the evidence of what is available in shop windows, 


it would seem that Germany rather than Britain was the victor in the war. 


c io striking comeback makes increasingly untenable the first of the three possible 
choices open to Germany in the future. This would be the maintenance of the 


present situation, with West Germany a completely disarmed country, protected by 
western occupation forces. 


A second possibility would be a Germany united, neutralized and disarmed. This 


is a primary objective of Soviet diplomacy. The leaders of the Soviet satellite regime in 
East Germany have made one overture after another to the Bonn regime, calling for a 


conference that would pave the way to German reunion. 


German Communist propaganda in West Germany, as I found during a trip to 
Germany last May and June, is keyed almost exclusively. to this theme of unity, blended 
with anti-Westernism in general and anti-Americanism in particular. Communism, as 
a series of elections proves, is at a very low ebb in Western Germany. The memory of 
the fearful wave of atrocities that swept over the eastern provinces of Germany with the 
invading Red Army is still vivid. The systematic pillaging and exploitation of the 
Soviet Zone, which have left living conditions there incomparably bleaker and more 
dismal than in West Germany, the condition of the war prisoners who returned from 
Russia, the mysterious vanishing of hundreds of thousands of Germans known to have 


been captured — all these things have thoroughly inoculated the West Germans against 
Communism. 


However, unity and neutralism make their appeal outside the Communist ranks. 
Foreign occupation troops are never very popular. There is an emotional “plague on 
both their houses” element in the attitude of some Germans toward the East-West con- 
flict. There is a wistful desire in some Evangelical church circles to keep open the door 





for reunion because the religious affiliation of the people in the Soviet Zone is almost 
exclusively Protestant. There is a slight Catholic predominance in West Germany with 
its present population. ' | 

But all these considerations seem to melt away in the face of two hard facts. A re- 
union of Germany under present conditions, without the most sweeping guarantees of 
free elections, would pave the way for a Communist seizure of power, on the model of 
Czechoslovakia. And there could be no free elections unless the whole administrative 
structure built up by the Soviet Union in East Germany, the secret police, the regimented 
mass organizations, etc., were eliminated. To put in mildly, this is not _— to happen 
voluntarily. 

Second, with all the emotional yearning for unity on both sides of the unnatural 
zonal frontier, these two segments of Germany are growing farther apart every ‘year. 
Life in one is based on a multi-party system, private property, free enterprise. In the 
Soviet Zone there is the one-party dictatorship, nationalization of most of the economy, 
intensive collectivist propaganda. ‘To blend these systems is impossible... 


— remains the third choice, favored by Chancellor Adenauer and by the more 
realistic Germans and the more farsighted representatives of the western powers. This 


is association of Germany, on terms of genuine and complete equality, with the North 
Atlantic Treaty powers. 


There is an inescapable interdependence of Germany and the West which is no. less 


real because narrow-minded and shortsighted Americans, Britons and Frenchmen. harp on 


the completely vanished conditions of the late war, and because narrow-minded and 


shortsighted Germans think they can exact an unlimited price for their cooperation. 


Consider first the dependence of the western powers on Germany. Without a strong 
German army any land defense of Europe is a forlorn hope. For political, psychological 
and financial reasons the United States, Great Britain and France will never be able to 
put enough troops into Germany to represent a bulwark against a major Soviet offensive. 
A German army, with perhaps one division to match every foreign division, would alter 
the present gloomy picture (in which American troops aril armor in n Europe might be 
caught in a gigantic trap) fundamentally. 


Consider now the German dependence on the West. However much they may desire 
to do so, the Germans cannot bow themselves out of a Third World: War. If they give 
full military cooperation they can hope to deter a Soviet attack, to repulse this attack if 
it comes. In time a strong West Germany associated with an Atlantic coalition might 


exert an irresistible power of magnetic attraction on the Soviet Zone. Given favorable 



































political conditions Germany may hope to regain the ethnically German regions in the 
East. 





On the other hand, if the Germans fold their hands, with an ohne uns (“without 


us”) psychology they can scarcely be surprised if the western powers treat their country Volu 
merely as a convenient field of deployment and abandon it, destroying in their retreat J ~ 
all-important bridges and industrial installations. Taft 
i pon prog} 
S’ however much sentimental anti-Germanism may still exist in western countries, or 7 


however many grievances, justified and unjustified, the Germans may feel against J event 
the West, common sense and mutual interest should lead to an understanding, and as 
soon as possible. Considering the importance of the political and strategic stakes, it is avoic 
appalling that not one regiment has yet been raised in West Germany. on th 


Part of the responsibility for this failure rests with French obstructionism. The the / 
former French Minister of Defense, Jules Moch, a Socialist although a vigorous anti- 


Communist, was a formidable roadblock. As a Jew and a man who had lost his son held 
in the French Resistance, Moch understandably represented the most uncompromising strate 
French attitude toward Germany. Moch is now out of office and the French attitude J —f° 


ethene a German military contribution has softened. 


. Part of the responsibility rests with the psychological mood in Germany, itself in will, 
some degree a product of such unwise occupation steps as the “war crimes trials”. When 
the Social Democratic leader Schumacher declares opposition to any German rearmament 
until and unless there are enough American and British troops to assure the possibility serio 
of offensive warfare, he is just as unrealistic as the American who says we should only 
help Western Europe if Western Europe is fully able to defend itself, that is, if it doesn’t J rasse 
need our help. inves 

Obviously there must be some sharing of risk and sacrifice all around. The terms 
of reasonable Western-German understanding can easily be sketched. The German Gov- 

ernment should declare itself unequivocally on the side of the West, should undertake J 44,,, 
to raise a specific contingent of troops for an Atlantic Pact army and to give full coop- 
eration in other matters, such as cutting off strategic exports to the Soviet Union. In Hoc 
return the western powers should make a clean sweep of one-sided restrictions on German One 





, Sun 
sovereignty. mili 
The High Commissioners should become ambassadors, and foreign staffs in Ger- Ame 
many should be reduced in size and restricted to normal diplomatic functions. There ¥ 
should be an end of meddling with such internal matters as German industrial organi- 
zation. The year 1952 will very probably determine whether both sides can muster the a 
degree of farsighted reasonableness that will make the transformation of Germany from resp 
ex-enemy into active ally an accomplished fact. There is no greater stake in the American [| bacl 


diplomatic game today. 


